ABSTRACT: This paper examines and compares defi nitions of advertising creativity held by samples of New York agency practitioners and members of the television-viewing public. Specifi cally, the research investigates (1) defi nitions of creativity, and (2) evaluations of advertising from a creative perspective. Signifi cant disagreement between the two sets of subjects was found. Explanations and insights are offered and implications are discussed.
Creativity is highly prized for its ability to gain attention and to impart information in an entertaining or challenging way. In the advertising business, it may affect agencies' gains or losses of clients and the careers of creatives (Reid and Rotfeld 1976; Zinkhan 1993) . Furthermore, creative advertising has been consistently perceived as more favorable (Ang and Low 2000) , more likable (Stone, Besser, and Lewis 2000) , and able to bestow value to brands (Till and Baack 2005) . It is said by practitioners that creativity is the only thing that distinguishes advertising from a salesperson's crude and often ineffective pitch. Yet perusal of the literature suggests little is known about how both practitioners and the viewing public discern advertising creativity. The role of creativity in advertising raises a number of important questions. In particular, to what extent are practitioner views of creativity individual or shared? Do these defi nitions coincide with those of the public that views their work? Moreover, these issues do not solely concern aesthetics. When creative work is broadcast and published, do both advertising professionals and those who view their work recognize it in the same way? Is what is considered creative original and new or is it a form of work falling within a limited group of ideas? Does the viewing public potentially respond, as hoped, to advertising that is considered creative by practitioners?
ADVERTISING AND CREATIVITY
Creativity in advertising is a means to a concrete end. It is one of the ways for an advertising agency to affect persuasion, and ultimately, behavior (Till and Baack 2005) . Defi nitions of advertising creativity by academics involve (1) originality, newness, or novelty, and (2), appropriateness (see Ang and Low 2000; Haberland and Dacin 1992; Koslow, Sasser, and Riordan 2003; Pieters, Warlop, and Wedel 2002; Stone, Besser, and Lewis 2000) . Specifi cally, what is considered creative advertising usually depends on the judgments of creatives themselves (El-Murad and West 2003; Reid, King, and DeLorme 1998; Till and Baack 2005) . Evidence of this comes from the many awards for creativity, all of which involve judgments by fellow creatives. In turn, these awards are frequently used in academic research to select creative advertising for analysis (El-Murad and West 2004) .
Little is known about how advertising creativity is viewed by the public. Defi nitions of advertising and surveys of the public's attitudes toward advertising have not focused on ideas about creativity (e.g., Dyer and Shimp 1980; Moore and Moschis 1987; Reid and Soley 1982) . Consumers receive and deconstruct advertising according to their needs, and what they think is creative can well differ from the "hunches" of creatives. People and advertisers have a long-term interest in understanding each other's views of creativity, as this allows relationships between them to be maintained (Friestad and Wright 1994, 1999) .
Creative advertising positively affects advertising effectiveness (Rosenberg, Arnould, and Capetta 1991) . Ideally, both creatives and the intended audience need to view an advertisement as creative. At this point, an important difference must be emphasized. Creative work and creative understanding take place within an industry context; it is not done in isolation (Koslow, Sasser, and Riordan 2006; Sasser, Koslow, and Riordan 2007) . It is done by professionals, people who usually have both business experience and abilities in art or writing.
Members of the public, on the other hand, evaluate creativity as individuals. Those evaluations are best explained by the concept of "Advertising Creative Knowledge" (ACK), a kind of folk model of knowledge worked out individually or with associates (Friestad and Wright 1994) . Wright (1985) has argued that consumers have to interpret and fi lter marketers' sales appeals, and that they develop knowledge and coping tactics to do so. This "knowledge" helps consumers identify how, when, and why marketers try to infl uence them. These are intuitive, internalized models that infl uence perception. An aspect of ACK is the screening and cognitive distortion that help transform what advertising says to conform to the public's "life world" (Lewin 1951) . Therefore, ACK also permits people to respond to advertising's persuasion attempts and achieve their own goals.
ACK and related "folk models" of persuasion posit that consumers learn about persuasion in many ways. These range from everyday social encounters to observing marketers and other persuaders, as well as from media commentary on marketing and advertising tactics. Developing over time, consumers' persuasion knowledge is an important factor shaping their responses to attempts to persuade them (O'Donohoe 2001) . ACK has migrated widely within our culture. When commercial television fi rst appeared in the 1950s, its persuasive attempts were novel and powerful (Friestad and Wright 1994) . Since then, shared cultural knowledge about television advertising has developed in greater depth. Initially, this knowledge arose from the fi rst insights that people had about early commercials-from shared conversations as well as what they learned from the occasional commentaries of professionals on the subject. Passing between and within generations of television-commercial watchers there is now a more sophisticated understanding of how television commercials work. Over time, the public's perception of creativity has been shaped by experience and has passed between generations and within peer groups, as well as through discussions of what is liked or not liked and what seems to work or not work. The public sees and interprets creativity and persuasion at leisure and in a comfortable environment, such as at home or in bars or pubs. This context allows for the steady growth of the folk knowledge suggested by Friestad and Wright (1994) . In these circumstances, what will "get through" and be accepted by the public as "creative" is likely to be quite different from what advertising people deem as "creative." At the very least, the processes and needs are different. Advertising professionals and the people who see their output could be talking past each other.
RESEARCH FOCUS
Advertisements can be perfectly safe and effective without being creative, but such advertisements are easily imitated and will eventually lead to audience apathy. Creativity is different and can overcome such diffi culties. It is a means to an end. It allows brands to be noticed and to infl uence customer decisions. Therefore, if customers perceive an advertisement as creative, it is able to seize the audience's attention and is processed. To the extent that the audience misses the point, however, it might be that an advertisement that is seen by practitioners as creative may be deemed "not creative" or "too creative" by customers. A number of studies have indicated differences between practitioners and their audiences (e.g., Haberland and Dacin 1992; Kover, Goldberg, and James 1995; White and Smith 2001) . What passes for creativity appears likely to differ among advertising practitioners and customers, but little is known about the extent to which such a discrepancy does exist. In the light of the above discussion, the following hypothesis is offered:
H1: Practitioner views of advertising creativity are different from those of customers.
METHOD

Research Design
To investigate the research hypothesis, two groups of respondents were required, one taken from practitioners and the other from the public. A two-stage process was pursued with each group. In the fi rst stage, an understanding of each group's defi nition of creativity was sought. To this end, an open-ended questionnaire was administered that asked participants for their defi nition of advertising creativity. The question asked: "People sometimes talk about creative advertising. Thinking about advertising, sometimes it is creative, sometimes not. In your own words, how would you defi ne creative advertising?" Obtaining written statements in response to such open-ended questions provide the most effective measurement of people's opinions on a subject (Cialdini 2001) .
In the second stage, a preexperimental research design (Churchill 1999 ) was employed where respondents were exposed to a variable and their response was observed once. The procedure involved no random allocation of test units as the practitioner's group was self-selecting and the public group was a convenience sample. The experimental variable consisted of 10 television commercials that were placed on a reel with a three-second blank leader separating each one from the next. The 10 commercials were chosen by a fi ve-person panel from winners of the One Show Creativity Awards (see www .oneclub.org). This show is the most highly regarded award show for "creativity" in the advertising business, with winners chosen from several hundred applicants and previously used by researchers such as Kover, Goldberg, and James (1995) . Although "creativity" is not defi ned, judges in the show are expected to select advertising based on their own personal defi nition of creativity. Of the 10 commercials selected, 5 were humorous; 6 were from the United States while 2 were from the United Kingdom and 1 was from Brazil (with English subtitles). Table 1 provides a description of the 10 commercials used in the research. After viewing the 10 commercials, both practitioner and public respondents indicated the extent to which the advertisement viewed met their reported defi nition of advertising creativity by completing a 5-point scale (1 = not at all creative to 5 = very creative).
Data Collection
To collect data from practitioner subjects, 15 agencies in the Manhattan area were approached and 10 agreed to participate. All the agencies were considered among peers as solid agencies with good creative output. No "hot shops" or smaller agencies with reputations for creating outrageously avant-garde advertising participated in the study. A total of 52 practitioners were interviewed over a period of six months in groups of between 2 to 13 participants. Practitioners were gathered in their agency's boardroom, except in one case where an emergency meeting with a client took precedence and an alternative room was used. The process of reviewing the commercials and completing the questionnaire took no more than half an hour and was done individually and silently. Conversation about the creative process followed, extending each session to between 45 minutes and an hour. In terms of profi les, 67% of participants were male, with their mean age just over 31 and with 8 years of agency experience on average. Seventeen were chief creative offi cers, 15 were art directors, 7 were senior copywriters, 5 were vice presidents, 3 were senior art directors, and 5 held other creative positions. In each agency, it was the creative director who invited members of the creative department to participate.
The procedure was repeated with 428 television subjects from the public group that participated in two consecutive sittings of regular advertising research sessions conducted by the ARS advertising-evaluation system in two major U.S. markets. Participants in the ARS sample of television viewers Marriott Courtyard: A woman singing the Canadian national anthem forgets the words. Emphasizes the benefi t of sleeping well (in a Marriott, of course).
Nissan Altima: A man given a new identity drives away in a new Nissan car. It attracts so much attention that he cannot sneak away.
Bachelor's Super Noodles (United Kingdom):
A man, eating noodles, refuses to give his girlfriend a taste. His dog eats some of them and the man (rather grandly) then lets the woman eat them. She sees his "sacrifi ce" as a signal of how much he loves her.
Apple: Pablo Picasso, behind a transparent panel, makes a wash outline of a head. He then bends so his face fi lls the face portion. The advertisement then exhorts viewers to be creative, by inference like Picasso.
Sony Trinitron: A man eats dinner alone near what appears to be a large window. A threatening fi gure appears in the "window." The man sees it and switches the television (the television is so clear that it appears to be a window) to some singing cartoon characters. The point is that the Sony Trinitron makes everything look real.
Little Caesar's Pizza: Some scientists have just cloned a sheep. One scientist is in a glass cage with the two sheep, but pizzas are delivered, and in the ensuing mêlée among the other scientists, more sheep are cloned, engulfi ng the man in the glass cage with a pile of woolies.
Nikon: A black-and-white commercial showing a movie of a woman walking. The announcer tells us that the Nikon camera is so fast that the "movie" was actually taken by a still camera.
Jack Docherty Show Channel 5 (United Kingdom):
Jack Docherty accosts a man walking by to ask if he knows of Docherty. After increasingly angry questioning, the man still pleads ignorance. Docherty then whacks the man with his microphone.
Pepsi (Brazil):
Two men are playing a version of tennis. One man serves and volleys with a racket; the other man uses soccer skills to return the ball. Finally, the soccer player puts the ball into the net, not returning the ball. The crowd (drinking Pepsi) moans, but then the soccer player leaps up in joy. After all, a ball in the net is a goal.
were recruited by mail and were not completely representative of the public at large. They were, however, typical subjects of a widely used testing group that provides evaluations of advertising for many advertisers and their agencies. The public subjects were grouped in a tiered research studio much like a lecture theater. Sixty-three percent of the participants were female, 87% were educated to high school and above, just over half were in full-time employment, and one-third were not in employment. The modal annual household income was in the $50,000+ range, and almost one-third of the participants came from two-person households.
RESULTS
In response to the defi nition question, as might be antici pated, practitioners wrote more words and sentences by a ratio of four to one. Furthermore, the public's defi nitions were easier to read and considerably lower on the Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level scale. Eighty-eight members of the public group failed to provide a defi nition. A comparison of "nondefi ners" with "defi ners" by demographic variables, however, revealed no statistically signifi cant differences between the two groups.
The written responses of individual participants can be coded by either using an a priori schemes preset on the literature or by an "emergent" scheme established after all the responses are collected (Neuendorf 2002) . Rather than performing content analysis immediately, the fi rst stage of the analysis sought to examine the meaning of the defi nitions collected. To foster validity, it was decided to fi rst seek to fi t an a priori scheme based on the literature and only to pursue an "emergent" approach if this proved unsuccessful. It was decided to utilize the existing themes within the literature and to apply the general research consensus (see, e.g., Koslow, Sasser, and Riordan 2003) of "originality" and "appropriateness" to group the data. It is true that both elements are often present in any defi nition of advertising creativity, but these aspects are present in different degrees with one aspect being more salient than the other in particular defi nitions.
Three judges, one senior practitioner, and two senior academics reviewed the data separately and coded the practitioner and public defi nitions as either "original" or "appropriate." All of the 52 practitioner defi nitions and 126 defi nitions randomly chosen from the defi nitions provided by public subjects were included. A sample of only 126 responses was used so that the classifi cation task for the judges would be more manageable. Rust and Cooil's (1994) Proportional Reduction in Loss (PRL) was used to measure interjudge agreement/reliability. The interjudge reliability for both groups provided a PRL (equivalent to Cronbach's α) of .78 for all defi nitions. The interjudge reliability for practitioner and public responses was .91 and .70, respectively. Some examples of "appropriate" defi nitions provided by practitioners were:
• "Looping the consumer into a place that they are comfortable and happy for them to sell them, through association, the product." • "It's a misnomer. Most of advertising is straight selling.
If you can make the message interesting and human, that's the 'creative' part." • "The ability to take a strategy and create a piece of advertising (print or television) that motivates somebody to think about or try the product."
Some examples of defi nitions by practitioners coded on "originality" were:
• "Creativity is a fl ow of energy and ideas-being open to serendipity and input from unlikely sources-'advertising' creativity is just focusing that energy in a certain defi ned way." • "Not very different from creativity in general. The ability to see things in a fresh, new, engaging fashion. The caveat is that in advertising, the result shouldn't be off-putting. Ultimately, you're trying to make friends, not enemies." • "It comes from every direction, and very often, unexpected places. It can't be measured, graphed, mathematically solved. It's internal, instinctive, and insane."
Out of the 52 practitioner defi nitions considered, 75% provided a defi nition coded as "appropriate," whereas the defi nition provided by the remaining 25% was coded on "originality." Meanwhile, the 126 defi nitions provided by the public proved to be more evenly balanced. Just over half of the members of the public (52%) defi ned creativity along lines judged to be "appropriate," with the rest coded on "originality." This tendency for the public to balance their view of creativity between appropriateness and originality was statistically signifi cantly different from that of practitioners (χ 2 = 11.412, df = 1, p < .01). The public subjects' defi nitions of advertising creativity also tended to be more focused and concise. Some examples of "appropriate" defi nitions by the public were:
• "Advertising that gets you to remember a product's name and purpose and persuades you to try it." • "Creative advertising is when the ads make you want to buy the product." • "Cute, original, holds my attention, remember the product."
Some examples of defi nitions by the public coded on "originality" were:
• "Using imagination and projecting what is not. Openminded." • "Something different and catchy." • "Something that isn't the norm to me would be creative advertising."
A total of 4,011 words were provided by participants in their defi nitions of creativity of television advertising. The data were large enough to explore in greater depth using content analysis. Initially, the coding system employed sought to utilize the primary aspects of advertising creativity from the literature, namely, "insight," "originality," "goal-directed," and "relevance" (Amabile 1983; Dillion 1975; Fletcher 1990 Fletcher , 1993 Lumsden 1999; Martindale 1999; Moriarty 1991; Mumford and Gustafson 1988; Politz 1975; Reid and Rotfeld 1976; Unsworth 2001 ). Several problems arose, however:
First, it proved extremely diffi cult to distinguish between words related to "insight" or "originality" and, second, too many meaningful adjectives were left out of the analysis because they could not be classifi ed under any of the available headings. In the circumstances, as noted above, an emergent coding scheme was considered. Such an approach is warranted where the standard classifi cation system is found wanting (Crawford and Gressley 1991) .
A close review revealed that a number of participants included words that were not covered by the original coding scheme. These highlighted issues related to "execution" and "humor," while some made "derisive" comments on creativity in their definitions. Comments related to execution included respondents among the public who stated that creative advertising was "Lots of explosions and special effects"; "nudity and alcohol"; and "unusual images, like the cat-herding commercial a few years ago." "Humor" was noted in replies such as "Creative advertising is something funny, makes me laugh." "Derisive" comments about creativity were often made as well, as noted in one comment from a member of the public who said, "Creative advertising seems to be going from bad to worse-going to hell."
For the sake of brevity, the much longer (and generally more eloquent) practitioner comments have not been quoted here. However, similar additional themes of "execution," "humor," and "derisiveness" were observed. To illustrate: "By understanding human nature, we can then use universal emotions like humor, curiosity, and jealousy to elicit a response." Another practitioner argued that creative advertising was "Stealing ideas from movies, pop culture, and everyday life and putting them into a sales context." This position is not entirely surprising given that there is a healthy skepticism among many in the business as, for example, with the long-running advertising criticism column in Advertising Age by Bob Garfi eld, whose view on advertising has been recently summed up as "unnecessarily terrible."
As a consequence of these observations, a combined approach was adopted that involved the use of a preset coding scheme elaborated to provide an "emergent" one that was able to handle the data. Two volunteers, blind to the purpose of the research, reviewed the codes and helped refi ne the scheme from the original 4,011 words identifi ed. The scheme was then reviewed and agreed to by the same three judges consisting of one senior practitioner and two senior academics, so that the fi nal scheme comprised 206 words (85 to 90 are the minimum regarded as adequate for diagnostic purposes; Gottschalk and Bechtel 1993) . In the pursuit of providing a good overall fi t, it has to be accepted that there will always be some controversy over the inclusion or exclusion of certain words from particular codes (headings). The 206 words were distributed among six different headings as follows: "relevance" (27%), "execution" (27%), "originality" (17%), "goal-directed" (13%), "derisive" (12%), and "humor" (4%) (see Table 2 ).
The next stage sought to compare the meaning of the defi nitions provided by participants in the practitioner and public groups on the basis of the coding in Table 2 . A series of χ 2 tests on the counts for the seven codes was performed. Results in Table 3 indicate statistically signifi cant differences for the headings "relevance," "execution," "originality," and "goal-directed," but not for "derisive" and "humor." This suggests that practitioners appear to be much more likely to defi ne creativity on "relevance," "originality," and "goaldirected," whereas the public subjects were much more likely to defi ne creativity by the execution employed in the commercial.
To better understand the similarity and association between the row and column variables in Table 4 , it was decided to treat the data counts as input to a correspondence analysis using symmetrical normalization. This allows examination of the relationship between the rows and columns graphically in multidimensional space. The correspondence analysis map appears in Figure 1 . It shows how the six headings identifi ed are located with respect to what both practitioner and public subjects included and did not include in their respective defi nitions of creativity. From Figure 1 it is clear that the six headings are distinct from one another, as the different characteristics are far apart. Results also indicate two different and pragmatic perceptions of what constitutes creativity in television advertising. For practitioners, it is the "goaldirected" characteristic capturing business-driven objectives that appears to be key, whereas for public subjects, creativity is primarily driven by the "relevance" characteristic, which taps into pertinent customer needs.
The qualitative section of the research described above is supported by the quantitative data collected via the singleitem fi ve-point scale (ranging from 1 = not at all creative to 5 = very creative) that sought to assess the extent to which the advertisement viewed by both practitioner and public respondents met their reported defi nition of advertising creativity. A comparison of the results from the ratings is shown in Table 4 . Out of the 10 commercials viewed, public subjects provided statistically lower mean scores for 7 of the commercials and a statistically higher mean score for one advertisement. For two of the ads (California Department of Health Services and Marriott Courtyard), both groups provided mean scores that were not statistically different. Practitioner subjects rated Sony Trinitron as the most creative ad. This showed a man eating his dinner with a sinister fi gure walking toward his side window unbeknownst to him. He turns to face the window, reaches for the pepper pot to reveal that the "window" is a Sony brand large-screen television. He then changes the image to a high-action cartoon with his remote-a perfect example of the application of "originality" and "appropriateness." For the public subjects, the Brazilian Pepsi ad that featured two leading Brazilian sports stars playing each other at their respective sports (football and tennis) received the highest mean rating. Yet despite the latter's highest rating, the Brazilian Pepsi commercial was placed bottom by practitioner subjects. Similarly, the practitioner subjects' third choice involving a Nikon commercial extolling the speed of a 35mm camera received the lowest mean rating by public subjects. uncommon, unexpected, unfamiliar, unlike(ly), unlimited, unusual, unique(ly) , variety, weird.
Goal-Directed
Brand(s)(ing), business, buy(ing), campaign, clients, consumer(s), desire(d), market, marketing, marketplace, marketers, motivating, move, need, objective(s), persuade(s), product(s), purchase(ing), reaction, result, service, sell(s)(ing), solution, solving(ed), strategy, target, value.
Derisive
Ass, average, bad, bore(ing), corny, culture, dislike, dumb, gimmick, insipid, insult, limit(ed)(ations), mundane, norm, obnoxious, offensive, off-putting, okay, ordinary, oxymoron, pop(ular), silly, stupid, stealing.
Humor Amuse(ing), comedic(y)(ical), cute, fun(ny), happy, laugh(s)(ing), quirky, satirical, witty. 
FIGURE 1 Results of Correspondence Analysis
DISCUSSION
Taken together, the results of this research provide support for the hypothesis that practitioner views of advertising creativity are different from those of customers. Initial analyses showed that the defi nitions of practitioners were richer and more elaborate than those of the public and weighted toward "appropriateness" rather than "originality." On the other hand, the public's defi nitions tended to be more focused and concise. Further analysis of the defi nitions provided using the richer six broad headings that were developed showed that practitioners appear to be much more likely to defi ne creativity on the basis of "relevance," "originality," and "goal-directed," whereas public subjects were much more likely to defi ne creativity by the execution employed in the commercial.
Unlike advertising professionals, viewers have no vested interest in advertising. Only when the execution of the commercial "grabs" them, whether through pathos, an unexpected laugh, or a sudden "snap," do people pay attention to or think about advertising. That impact may or may not have buying impact. The public sees advertising as intrusive and something to be avoided. It is likely that along with increasing familiarity with advertised products over time, there is increasing fi ltering of advertising content and rising consumer cynicism. There is usually little expectation of learning anything new or different, given that it is programs that they want to watch, not commercials (Kover 1995) .
Taken together, both practitioner and public viewers appear to adopt a pragmatic approach. For practitioners, creativity is what makes their clients' objectives reachable, whereas for the public, creativity is primarily whether the advertisement is relevant to their needs. There is perhaps a distinction to be made here between "little-c" creativity and "big-C" creativity. "Big-C" creativity occurs when practitioners are able to create an advertisement that has a major impact on how customers think, feel, or perceive an offering. On the other hand, "little-c" creativity is more about routine problem solving and how offerings advertised fi t into customers' everyday lives. Given their different objectives, it is not surprising that practitioners selected advertising they thought showed greater creativity differently from that selected by the public. Indeed, practitioners' ratings exhibited greater imitation than those of viewers, with less internal variation both in defi nitions and in their selection ratings of creative advertising. For example, overtly "purely entertainment-creative" advertising (such as the Brazilian Pepsi commercial) was selected by the viewers, but not by creatives. Why? It entertained viewers, but for the creatives, it neither forwarded the work of advertising nor sold the product. On the other hand, consider the black-andwhite Nikon commercial. It was rather stodgy in appearance, it had no fast action, its message called for some work by a viewer, and it looked like other, old-fashioned work. It did have a surprising message, however, as the whole commercial was shot using single frames (as opposed to moving images), thus demonstrating the speed between taking each photo-a twist that lifted it out of the ordinary. It was therefore deemed creative by practitioners, but for viewers it was just another dull commercial.
The research suggests that consumers and creatives disagree on what is the most creative, yet there is insuffi cient evidence to resolve why this should be. Advertising selected as creative by advertising creatives differed from that selected by consumers. Why is that? Table 1 (above) describes the characteristics of each of these three commercials and there appears to be no overt common characteristics.
To gain some insight as to why creatives rated the Sony, Jack Docherty Show, and Nikon commercials as highly creative, three New York creatives were interviewed. The interviews were simple and unstructured. Each person was shown the three commercials on a laptop and then asked, "What do you think about these commercials?" Probes were free-form, depending on the comments themselves. The three interviews obviously did not provide a representative sample and they all had different views about creativity. However, they did agree that the three advertisements came close to the edge of what is possible. A quote from one agent will suffi ce: "There is a limit to what any copywriter can do. It is not spoken, but it is like one of those invisible dog fences. After a couple of shocks, you don't go near that boundary again. . . . We have our unspoken limits, too. . . . The ads are good. . . . They surprise people. But they can't surprise too much because they must stay within that dog fence."
In such an environment, one form of gaining some success means working "at the edge" of what is allowed and the question of boundaries and limits takes on added meaning (Bourdieu 1984 ). There are times in which, under the mantle of management, a good deal of disorganization reigns (Abrahamson 2002; Hackley and Kover 2007) and chaos (Fonseca 2002; Vaughn 1999) . Even within organizations, with apparent minimal structures there are boundaries on what is and can be accepted (Kamoche and Cunha 2001) . Thus, creativity may be seen as a form of "edgework" (Lyng 2005; Milanovanovic 2005 ) that refers to various forms of boundary negotiation ranging from "close encounters" to occasionally "crossing the line" of normative boundaries (Lyng 2005) . Hackley and Kover (2007) have suggested creativity is the real work of advertising creative people who are on the border of limits. Thus, one key aspect of creativity from the practitioner's standpoint might be how close it comes to the organizational limits, which will be more rigid in some agencies and more implicit in others. The limitation is, therefore, the degree of risk that one dares to take (West 1999; West and Ford 2001) . Consequently, the extent to which a creative person can negotiate a change in limits defi nes his or her power and vice versa (Abbott 1988) . If this is not negotiable, then the creative person can take the risk of getting close to the "electric dog fence." If the practitioner transgresses too often, his or her career will be in danger. By comparison, consumers are essentially "bystanders" and free from all constraints-there is no edge for them.
CONCLUSION, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH
The indications are that practitioners and the public neither exhibit congruence in their defi nitions of what constitutes creative television advertising nor share a consensus about what constitutes creative output. The viewing public seeks relevance, whereas practitioners largely regard creativity from a standpoint of meaningful business objectives. Practitioners seem to be rather more in line with what their clients want, which does not necessarily translate to what viewers want. This may explain why creativity and its impact remain very much a hit-or-miss affair. The suggestion here is that practitioners take a pragmatic, least-risk position. Despite clients' clamoring for more creative advertising, work that stays within certain boundaries is more likely to be accepted, and this fosters careers. Creativity needs to stay ahead of the curve-but clearly not too far. Thus, the issue for practitioners is how to stay at the cutting edge of creativity while connecting with their audience without crossing normative boundaries. For a continuing connection between practitioners and the public, practitioners must increasingly push at the boundaries of what it means to be creative and to be effective. The risky option for an agency would be to move toward an original or insightful idea for a specifi c or wider audience without widespread public congruence. Since the risk is higher, this is a diffi cult issue for agencies and their clients. Nevertheless, it offers a real possibility of an outstanding ad as marketers scramble to gain the attention and interest of an increasingly apathetic and often hostile audience. In seeking to draw conclusions and inferences, it is useful to bear in mind some of the limitations of this research. The research design employed can best be described as quasiexperimental. No controls for extraneous variables were implemented. Internal control variables were rigorously pursued, however, as all participants read and heard the same instructions and viewed the same commercial reel. Both the practitioners and the public subjects completed the questionnaires individually and in silence, and then viewed and rated the commercials (again without discussion and in silence). Notwithstanding, it is not possible to ascertain whether any of the observed differences resulted from interactions between members attending the various sessions. Second, the advertisements shown were not in random order. Besides practical diffi culties relating to randomization for the different groups, the intent was to examine the congruence of views between practitioners and the public rather than any inherent review of the commercials concerned. Third, while the coding of responses as undertaken is necessarily subjective, much effort went into developing a standardized coding procedure to allow an objective analysis of responses obtained. Also, there were more words in the practitioner defi nitions than the public defi nitions. This may have caused or interacted with the "hedge-word" analysis conducted, and could explain why more practitioner defi nitions contained originality, relevance, and so forth. Finally, the measure adopted for participants to assess creativity consisted of a single item rather than a battery of items. This approach was considered reasonable given the diffi culty in determining what constitutes creativity as a construct. Because of these limitations, results are more appropriately treated as providing suggestive rather than conclusive fi ndings.
On the positive side, these limitations provide opportunities for further research. These include the need for a more controlled experimental procedure that incorporates randomization and better representative samples, possibly with a wider choice of advertisements. The focus of this research was on television advertising. It would be interesting to look at whether similar results are found in investigations of creativity in print and other media advertising. Creativity may also have different meaning across different countries; indeed, what is considered creative in the United States may not be considered equally creative elsewhere. Given increased globalization and the desire by many fi rms to use the same campaigns across different countries, this can provide focus for investigating creativity cross-nationally. In light of the importance attached to creativity by practitioners, further research is also required at a theoretical level in explicating more precisely what constitutes the creativity construct.
As a fi nal point, and setting aside limitations, it is worth noting that advertising people often talk about "stretching the envelope." This research suggests that the stretching is rather rare. More likely, nothing is stretched. The creative process resembles children daring each other to touch the doorbell button of the local nasty old man. The child coming closest is the hero-the creative hero. However, if one presses the doorbell and that ogre shuffl es to the door, it is time to scatter or all may be lost.
